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In  the  Social  Security  >i.ctj  passed  in  August  1935 ,  household  employ- 
ees v/ere  exempted  from  the  Federal  old-age  and  unemployment  insurance 
features.  This  vi'as  one  of  the  serious  gaps  left  in  the  social  security 
program  as  first  established,  because  it  was  impost'ible  to  achieve  in  the 
launching  of  the  program  all  desirable  objoctivbs  under  the  already  exceed- 
ingly complicated  piece  of  legislation. 

Now  J  after  a  fe\?  years  of  experiment  and  experience  v.'ith  the  social 
security  system,  certain  changes  are  being  advocated.  Ai.ion^-;  desirable 
amendments  to  the  Act  that  authorities  are  urgin:7;  Congress  to  pass  is  er.ten- 
sion  of  old-age  and  unemployment  benefits  to  douestic  vorkers,  that  is, 
household  employees.  This  step  wao  recor.Tmended  by  the  advisory  council 
which  \7as  appointed  by  the  Senate  special  comi-iittee  on  social  security  and 
the  Social  Security  Board  to  report  on  any  desirable  revisions  in  this  Act. 

Thus  the  Social  Security  Board  in  its  report  to  President  ?.oosevclt 
included  in  its  reconuaendations  extensio-.  of  old-age  and  unemployment  bene- 
fits to  domestic  '..'orkers  in  pri^rato  hones,  provided  that  sufficient  time  be 
allo\;ed  for  adjustment  of  certr.in  administrative  difficulties.  This  pro- 
posal was  endorsed  by  the  President  in  a  rooort  to  the  Congress, 

I  am  heartily  in  sympathy  uith  this  plan.  During;  my  20   years  as 
Director  of  the  Women's  iJu.reau  I  have  given  considerablo  attention  to  the 
problems  of  household  employees.  The  need  and  value  of  providing  the,.i  with 
security  measures  -'ore  or  less  similar  to  those  given  other  types  of  v.'or!:ers 
is  obvious  to  all  v/ho  look  into  the  question.  Old-age  insuruuce  monthly 
pay.,ients  for  domestic  workers  aftsr  they  roach  55  years  of  age  and  unemploy- 
ment compensation  for  them  would  prove  beneficial  to  the  general  taxpayers 
as  i.'ell  as  to  both  the  \,'orker3  and  employers, 

¥ith  such  an  insurance  systo;.!  in  operation  foi-  household  employees 
taxpayers  v,-ould  be  relieved  of  tlie  burden  of  caring  for  many  domestics  v/ho, 
because  they  lack  jobs  and  other  means  of  support,  become  the  community's 
responsibility.  These  include  foh.ier  household  \.-orkers  ovnr  55  who  are 
receiving  the  old-age  pensions  provided  out  of  Federal  and  State  funds  for 
needy  aged  persons.  Domestic  workers  on  relief  also  include  those  \."ho  are 
jobless  and  in  need,  irrespective  of  age.   Such  persons  may  be  on  y.P.A, 
work  projects— sponsored  by  the  Federal  C-ovenxment,  or  tiiey  ".aay  be  on  a 
straight  relief  basis  —  cared  for  out  of  State  funds.  Both  of  these  funds 
must  be  provided  by  the  taxpayers,  vho  should  welcom.e  a  system  which  will 
help  domestic  workers  build  up  a  security  for  themselves  with  somo  assist- 
ance from  their  employers. 


V/hat  would  such  a  system  mean  to  those  nost  concerned?  It  would 
bring  to  both  the  workers  and  employers  returns  of  real  value ^  and  at  a 
very  small  cost.  The  system  calls  for  the  payment  in  the  beginning  of  only 
a  fev/  pennies  a  vveek  by  the  average  household  employee  and  a  somewhat 
larger,  though  still  very  nominal  amount ,  by  the  employer,  Sven  vhon  tlie 
maximum  rate  of  contribution  would  be  in  effect  some  years  hence,  the  aver- 
age worker  and  employer  would  still  pay  only  a  small  amount  each  week. 

Let  us  analyze  the  status  of  domestic  v.'orkers  and  see  what  they  might 
expect  in  the  way  of  betterment  of  conditions  in  the  future  if  they  were 
covered  by  these  two  types  of  insurance. 

When  compared  with  many  types  of  v/orkers  domestic  employees  are  to- 
day at  a  serious  disadvantage.  They  are  not  protected  by  labor  legisl^.tioa. 
They  are  not  covered  by  the  Federal  wage-hour  lav;  or  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Act,  They  are  not  protected  by  State  maximum-hour  laws  Gxcept  in 
two  cases,  and  they  are  not  safeguarded  by  minimura-v/age  orders  except  in 
tv/o.  Nor  are  household  employees  included  under  compulsory  workmen's  com- 
pensation laws  in  the  various  States  providing  benefits  to  victims  of  indus- 
trial accidents  or  occupational  diseases. 

Why  is  there  such  universal  exception  of  household  employees  from 
these  legal  safeguards?  It  is  because  of  administrative  problems,  despite 
the  groat  need  of  these  v/orkers  for  security  measures, 

Also  .as  an  occupational  field  for  v.omenj  household  employnent  is  the 
most  unstandardized.  There  are  no  definite  yardsticks  ur,  to  hours  ^  wages, ^ 
and  v;orking  conditions.  There  are  no  standard  requirements  as  to  training 
or  job  performances. 

Consequently,  domestic  workers  as  a  class  are  low  paid,  vJMiy   of  them 
receiving  less  than  $10  a  week,  and  large  nunonrs  are  paid  $5  or  loss.  Most 
of  .them  have  long  working  hours,  with  little  opportunity  to  devote  to  tlieir 
own  interests. 

They  are  a  very  unstr.ble  group  as  to  emploiiient ,  The  Nation-wide 
unemployment  census  of  1937  revealed  as  totally  unemployed  or  on  emergency 
work,  12  percent  of  the  total  number  of  domestic  gainful  workers  reported 
in  the  United  States  in  1930  by  the  census.  An  adc'itional  5  percent  load 
only  a  part-time  job  and  were  seeking  more  work. 

A  recent  study  made  by  the  V/omen's  Bureau  of  600  unattached  women  on 
relief  in  Chicago  shov/ed  the  needs  of  domestic  workers  to  be  a  challenging 
problem.  The  women  included  in  the  analysis  v/ere  picked  more  or  loss  at 
random  from  the  relief  rolls,  though  only  women  under  55  years  of  age  were 
chosen.  Nearly  two-fifths  of  the  women  reported  household  employment  as 
their  usual  occupation.  Of  these  domestics  on  relief  a  large  number  were 
unemployed  because  of  illness  or  inability  to  find  a  Job,  others  because 
their  ago  made  such  heavy  work  impossible. 

Right  here  we  run  into  a  paradoxical  situation  in  regard  to  domestic 
workers.  Despite  the  fact  that  thousands  of  such  workers  are  unemployed, 
there  still  remains  a  great  unmet  demand  for  s!:illed  domestics.  A  survey  by 
the  United  States  Employment  Service  shows  that  in  January  1937  at  least 
500  cities  faced  a  shortage  of  trained  household  workers  and  that  possible 
placements  in  these  cities  might  reach  a  total  of  well  over  400,000.  iJever- 
theless,  in  July  of  the  same  year  some  400,000  applicants  describing  them- 
selves as  household  workers  v;ere  registered  for  jobs  in  the  active  files  of 


the  public  eraploymont  centers.  Obviously  large,  nanoers  of  applicants  for 
domestic  service  are  not  qualified  for  available  jobs.  Such  a  situation 
calls  for  a'  carefully  worked-out  training  program. 

Because  of  all  these  conditions,  for  which  the  household  v/orkers  F-re 
not  responsiblej  they  are  among  the  least  secure  in  our  economic  syGteni. 
They  are  unable  to  provide  against  a  rainy  day—- against  illness,  unemploy- 
ment ,  old  age . 

The  extension  of  the  old-age  and  unenployment  insurance  program  to 
domestic  workers  might  help  to  standardize  and  stabilize  this  field  in  vari- 
ous \7ays.  .  It  would  help,  I  believe,  to  develop  a  clear-cut  classification 
of  these  v/orkers,  to  include  those  v,'ho  belong  rightfu].ly  in  the  field.  It 
v/ould  exclude  those  v/ho  enter  this  type  of  work  because  they  are  not  quali- 
fied for  any  other  even  though  not  strained  for  domestic  service  either.   In 
many  quarters  we  encounter  the  mistaken  belief  that  any  i/oman  can  make  good 
as  a  household  worker.  If  domestic  service  were  brought  under  the  social 
security  program,  this  would,  I  believe,  stimulate  better  training  facili- 
ties for  household  employees.   In  general,  more  desirable  types  of  workers 
would  be  attracted  to  this  field  and  be  willing  to  remain  in  it  if  given  a 
legal  status  and  a  more  secure  basis  along  the  lines  granted  other  types  of 
labor. 

Domestic  \.'orkers  constitute  a  large  group  numbering  almost  two  and  a 
quarter  million,  according  to  th&  1930  census  report.  Well  over  90  percent 
are  women.  A  larger  proportion  of  v.-omen  are  employed  in  private  homes  than 
in  any  other  one  occupational  field.  The  next  largest  groups  of  women  are 
the  clerical  workers  v/ho  total  not  quite  2  million  and  the  factory  workers 
numbering  about  1-^-  million. 

Not  far  from  one-half  of  the  household  emplojrees  are  Negroes.  Tlius 
the  inclusion  of  household  employment  in  the  soci'il  security  prograra  would 
be  an  important  factor  in  giving  more  security  to  tho  Negroes  and  in  taking 
many  of  them  off  relief. 

Household  employment  is  a  field  in  which  are  found  about  one-half  of 
the  Negro  women  in  gainful  v;ork.  It  is  an  occupation  for  Negro  \.-omen  of  all 
ages,  whereas  white  domestics  are  concentrated  more  lf;rgely  than  are  Negro 
women  in  the  very  young  or  relatively  old  age  groups.  Negro  \.'omen  are  apt 
to  remain  in  this  field  for  all  their  working  lives  because  race  prejudice 
bars  them,  to  a  great  extent,  from  many  other  kinds  of  jobs.  YTnite  women 
\;ho  start  as  domestics  are  likely  to  desert  this  work  as  soon  as  opportunity 
is  found  for  some  other  occupation  in  which  they  will  have  social  security 
coverage  and  generally  better  labor  standards. 

Altogether  J  many  domestic  '..■orkcrs  feel  that  inclusion  under  the  old- 
age  and  unemployment  insurance  would  be  a  great  gain  for  them.  They  v:ould 
like  to  be  granted  the  same  opportunity  as  other  workors  to  help  build  up 
their  own  reserves  for  old  age,  and  then  at  65  automatically  to  receive 
monthly  payments.  Su-ch  insurance  v;ould  prevent  household  er.iployees  from 
falling  into  the  pauper  clans  and  of  having  to  prove  their  poverty  in  order 
to  receive  relief  under  the  public  assistance  progra;::.  The  insurance  sys- 
tem would  guarantee  many  household  employees  a  higher  monthly  payment  than 
that  received  by  an  old  person  on  relief.  Naturally  household  employees 
'also  are  eager  to  have  the  protection  of  unemployment  benefits  more  or  less 
similar  to  those  of  other  workers  when  out  of  a  job. 


V/e  all  knov/  that  household  service  is  a  very  important  type  of  v;ork— 
one  on  which  tho  health  and  v/elfaro  of  the  faicily  depend  to  a  great  extent. 
We  all  know  that  many  housev/ives  are  alv/ays  seeking  better  v/orkers  to  meet 
their  needs.   If  the  social  security  measures  v/ould  help  to  guarantee  more 
satisfactory  employees ^  I  believe  the  housev/ives  would  be  more  than  will- 
ing to  pay  the  small  contribution  required  by  the  social  security  insurance 
measures. 

If  household  emplo-yees  v;ere  covered  by  such  insurance,  the  problem 
of  securing  compliance  might  not  prove  so  serious  as  is  feared.  Authorities 
claim  that  though  the  administrative  problems  are  difficult,  they  are  not 
insurmountable . 

Though  domestic  workers  receive  part  of  their  pay  in  the  form  of 
meals,  or  room  and  board,  this  does  not  present  too  difficult  a  problem. 
Already  the  social  security  program  has  coped  with  similar  problems  in 
other  occupations.  Nor  does  the  question  of  high  labor  turnover  in  this 
field  close  the  door  necessarily  to  its  inclusion  under  the  social  security 
program.  The  fact  that  the  number  of  employers  so  nearly  equals  the  na^nber 
of  workers  makes  administration  difficult,  but  not  impossible.  Smployaent 
in  private  homes  complicates  the  procedure  in  law  enforcement,  but  experi- 
ence in  foreign  countries  proves  the  feasibility  of  protecting  household 
\7orkers  by  social  legislation  of  this  sort. 

Eighteen  countries,  including  the  principal  ones  in  Europe,  provide 
for  dom.estic  v/orkers  under  compulsory  old-age  insurance.  No  country  has 
found  it  necessary  to  drop  such  workers  from  the  system  after  they  have 
been  brought  into  it.  Nor  has  a  separate  system  been  necessary  for  domestic 
workers  in  any  country,  though  tiie  metjiod  of  assessing  contributions  has 
been  slightly  different  from  the  procedures  used  for  other  \/orkers. 

Available  information  has  revealed  no  notable  difficulty  in  securing 
reasonable  compliance  from  employers  of  dokiestic  workers  in  other  countries. 
In  countries  where  Government  inspectors  are  unable  to  enter  private  homes  to 
enforce  the  law,  the  interests  of  the  workers  in  their  ov;n  security  and  the 
penalties  imposed  upon  employers  v;lio  fail  to  comply  have  served  to  effect 
adequate  enforcovie.it. 

In  this  country,  can  we  hope  to  enact  the  necessary  legislation? 
Already  v/e  can  point  to  a  slight  entering  wedge  in  regard  to  including  house- 
hold v;orkers  under  unemployment  compensation.  Though  the  Social  Security 
Act  exempts  employers  of  household  workers  from  payment  of  the  unemployment 
insurance  tax  it  does  not  prevent  the  States  in  their  legislation  on  the 
subject  from  covering  these  workers.  Two  States  have  already  taken  such 
action.  The  New  York  law  applies  to  households  with  four  or  more  domestics, 
and  is  thus  relatively  limited  in  scope.  aiiHriitirw iaiWW''"re g ent ly--agi^»«^^-:ut s- 
law  to  include  domestics  even -if  only -on©  is  employed  in  a  home.  A  similar 
proposal  is  found  in  a  bill  sponsored  by  Congressr»an  Randolph  for  revising 
the  District  of  Columbia  unomployiicnt  compensation  la\/.  Other  States  can 
follow  suit. 

Then  as  soon  as  the  time  seems  ripe  for  the  necessary  Federal  action 
of  extending  the  old-age  and  unemployment  insurance  ;.rovisions  to  household 
employees  I  believe  we  can  attain  the  objective,  ^e  realize  the  need,  we 
have  the  progressive  spirit  to 'go  ahead,  and  v/e  have  tho  ingenuity  to  solve 
the  problems.  (2062) 


